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Summary
This paper investigates the possibilities for re-examining the political motivations of eighteenth-century county electors in the light of their socio-economic status. It focuses upon the linkage of estate and electoral records for several townships in Yorkshire, with particular attention paid to the deeds registries of Yorkshire as a source for the political historian. Whilst the argument stresses the importance of developing a broader understanding of the voters’ motivations, its key conclusion is that the more one knows about individual electors, the less confidence one can have in generalisations based upon aggregate analyses of poll books.

	Historians of early modern English politics have tended to pay scant regard to the nature and background of the electorate. Many postgraduate theses and academic texts on the electoral system have focused upon blocks of electors or voters with little intention of ascertaining who those men actually were, or the context of their voting behaviour and the light that sheds on the politics of the time.​[1]​ This is particularly the case for the county electorate, about whom Phillips noted ‘it is less the sheer number of county voters which deters the electoral researcher than the quality of the information about them’.​[2]​
	Phillips’ argument can be developed in two ways. The first is methodological and concerns the development of a process for confidently linking or analysing poll books. There are relatively few nominal data contained in these records, which means that much of the data is too unfocused to be linked accurately. The second development is underpinned by the first and concerns our understanding of the make-up of the electorate and its actions. In order to generate such an understanding it becomes crucial that historians examine the provenance of the voting sources in their own right, and also in the light of other estate records.
	Thus the purpose of this article is to highlight a methodology for understanding these issues, and for reflecting upon the role of the electorate and the voters in the political processes of the early eighteenth century. The first part will expand upon the two issues that underline Phillips’ concerns to show how they are interlinked. The second part will then go on to explain how the use of landholding records, and particularly for Yorkshire the deeds registries of that county, can allow the historian to gain a fuller, more holistic picture of political motivations at this time. This methodology will emphasise the point that the more one understands about individual voters, the less valuable are generalisations based upon aggregate analyses of poll books. 

The key sources available that allow the historian to describe the electorate are poll books and canvasses, each of which has several, clearly defined problems associated with its use. Most notable amongst these are: the fact that many printed and manuscript poll books were compilations or incomplete derivations of several sources; the aural and oral transcription errors which occurred in the creation of the lists at the hustings; and, the general nature of many of these nominal data, in terms of their personal name, freehold and abode information. Voters were located within a township, or a village or hamlet within a parish, but placenames such as ‘Carlton’ were in common usage and hence are indistinguishable. Moreover, poll books did not tend to differentiate between men of the same name, unless they were father and son, and this makes longitudinal examination awkward.​[3]​
It is primarily the nature of the nominal data associated with the voters which amplifies these difficulties. The shire poll books contain only basic information - essentially name, abode, freehold and vote - and are not particularly good identifiers of individuals. The ascription errors which may have occurred at the poll, compounded by the voter's wish to be selective or general about the place of abode and freehold given, tend to cloud our perceptions of an elector’s individuality. These problems in themselves create a backdrop of insecurity about any record linkage and any aggregate analysis of voting behaviour. As King has rightly pointed out in his community reconstruction there is ‘a tendency to generate spurious links because of the way in which the process accepts a link between records where there is no obvious competition.’​[4]​ This bias is compounded if we take poll books in isolation. The temptation, for example, to link Matthew Horsley of Fimber in the East Riding of Yorkshire, who owned a freehold in Fimber at the 1727 Yorkshire by-election, with the only Matthew Horsley who returned to poll in 1734 is almost irresistible.
The main virtue of the poll books that were created after 1711 is the fact that by law they had to include the location of the freehold which gave the right to vote. Despite this, with the bulk of the electorate owning land in the township where they lived, there are limits to the utility of such information in differentiating between men of the same name. For example, one cannot distinguish which of the six James Burtons of Dent in the West Riding of Yorkshire, owning land in Dent in 1734, should be linked to the three men of that name who polled in 1727.
Such issues make analysing the county poll books, in order to divine political behaviour over time, a particularly fraught process. In order to address these problems and increase our understanding of the nature of early eighteenth-century electoral politics, historians have developed two processes. Firstly, several commentators have focused upon the need to develop methods for linking the poll books for consecutive elections which have a high degree of confidence. This has been achieved by the alleged strength of the automated linkage algorithm(s) used, or by the utilisation of a process that involves the historian interacting with the data and making choices about records that could be linked.​[5]​ For early eighteenth-century Yorkshire, the extant manuscript and printed poll books for the polls of 1708, 1727, 1734 and 1742, alongside a major canvass of 1726, give one a strong foundation for utilising such a methodology.​[6]​ Using novel database software, it is possible to link these lists with relative confidence, in order to create a picture of voting behaviour over time.​[7]​
However, it has been noted that ‘given the provenance of the sources and the different error types characteristically associated with each’, the scope for utilising computer-aided linkage mechanisms may be limited.​[8]​ Clearly, the problem of correctly identifying individuals across electoral sources with distinct error-types, is a serious one. It is in addressing these reservations that the second process, of creating a holistic approach towards electoral analysis by linking poll book data to landholding, administrative and estate records, has developed. This has sought to investigate the pertinent point made by Adman et al., that the major issue is not the notion of whether the computer technologies that are available to link poll books can do so sufficiently well, but whether it is right and proper to do so given the information contained in those poll books.​[9]​
Any linked poll books or canvass sources still remain relatively skeletal, containing few nominal data. Only by locating specific voters in time and space can the electoral historian move beyond essentially unhelpful interpretations based on aggregate analyses. This second process addresses these issues by forging a methodology which can help examine politics at a local level. The historian needs to be able to recreate particular communities, to divine the forces which were impacting upon the shire electorate and to judge how successful the linkage mechanisms for poll book analysis have been.​[10]​
Thus, there is a need to develop a coherent methodology for record linkage of the voting sources. This will allow one to gain a confident set of linked records for particular electors and places over time. Testing these longitudinal perceptions of the shire voters as a whole, and those of specific subsets such as townships, demands the development of a multi-layered model of the electors. This requires the structured triangulation of these electoral data with other community-based sources and landholding information, in order to gain an impression of the make-up of the county voters.
	It has recently been posited that poll books need to be linked to life cycle and landholding sources ‘to create a multi-dimensional picture of these “freeholders” and so relocate them within the contemporary socio-economic context in which they lived.’​[11]​ The analysis of the factors that affected voting in the early eighteenth century has been dominated for too long by the lack of a contemporary context. Despite the fact that few would subscribe to Namier's dictum that most freeholders ‘could seldom exercise a free choice’,​[12]​ there has been little work done by political historians in order to reconstruct any communities that could vote in county elections. An over-reliance upon the time-honoured dichotomy of ‘independence’ versus ‘deference’, a division forged at best by means of aggregate analyses of poll books, tends to underestimate the level of complexity and the widespread local divergence between voters and voting communities in this period.
	Whether either the deference or independence models retain any validity beyond the generalisations that have been made depends on understanding local contexts. Many of the voters were ductile and dependent, factors brought into sharper focus by the politics of their locale. However, the fact that such distinct contexts existed between townships indicates the complexity of pressures which impacted upon the electorate. In many areas local elites were not a separate group, they were tied into a deeper nexus of community obligation. The key to our understanding is reconstructing the depth of these ties.
	The work begun by Speck, and continued by Baskerville, O'Gorman and Phillips among others, has questioned the nature of both borough and shire electors, by relating them to their locale in an attempt to understand the influences acting upon them.​[13]​ In particular the debate has shifted to look at ‘the identity and socio-economic standing of the “forty-shilling freeholder”’.​[14]​ Such investigations are useful in order firstly, to rescue the electorate from an impotent limbo, to stress their importance in the political process, and secondly, to address the issue of whom the ‘forty-shilling freeholder’ was in reality.
	The over-riding view of the county electorate has been that most men voted by right of forty shillings worth of land held in fee simple, after taxes and local charges were accounted for, but that leases for lives, rent-charges, mortgages and annuities, and certain offices were also a means of enfranchisement. Recent investigations have shown that one cannot make assumptions about who the voters were, or the nature of their right to vote.​[15]​ For a fuller understanding of the basis of political action in the early eighteenth century, there is a need to reconstruct the lives of individuals and communities. Such a reconstruction can then be tied into voting behaviour as far as is possible. As Beales has pointed out, ‘It is not the constituencies that historians have neglected, nor the paper electorate, but the individual voters’.​[16]​ The fundamental issue is about how one can develop an understanding of the structure of the shire electorate in order to inform the debate over deference, independence and political motivation.

Logistically, it becomes increasingly time-consuming to compare landholding and electoral data for more than a few townships across the four Yorkshire polls. The investigation with which this paper is concerned focused upon nine townships; five from the West Riding, three from the East Riding and one from the North Riding.​[17]​ Of the five West Riding townships, Guiseley and Addingham had over thirty voters in 1727, 1734 and 1742 and both switched allegiance from whig at the first of these polls to opposition and tory thereafter.​[18]​ Rawden, had between four and seventeen voters and, apart from in 1727 when it was whig, the village was always split in its voting behaviour. Dewsbury had twenty-six mainly tory voters in 1708, and split its voting thereafter, when over thirty men polled. Hatfield numbered between twenty and thirty voters who were divided at all four polls.
The number of voters in each of the three East Riding townships varied immensely. Cottingham had seventeen voters in 1708 and fifty in 1734. In 1708 and 1727 the town was overwhelmingly whig, whereas in 1734 there was an even split of government and opposition party voters, and in 1742 a tory majority. Hedon had seven voters and no party majority in 1708; in 1727 most of its thirty voters were whigs; in 1734 its forty-five voters were divided between the government and opposition parties; in 1742 the thirty-eight voters consisted of a majority of whigs. Fimber had a maximum of eleven voters in 1734, and its voting behaviour swung from no party majority in 1708, to whig in 1727, to the opposition in 1734, and finally whig again in 1742. In the North Riding Township of Holtby, near York, only in 1727, when the whigs dominated, was there any electoral unity amongst the voters who numbered between fourteen and seventeen men.
Superficially, one could assess the aggregate voting figures for these towns in the light of their consistency or divisions, and relate them to the impact of known local opinion leaders, and local or national issues.​[19]​ However, by focusing any examination on a handful of topographically different townships and villages which displayed divided or shifting voting behaviour over time, it is possible to create context-situated descriptions of certain voters, and to attempt to determine what forces were at work on them. Thus, one can attempt to judge the electors’ socio-economic and possibly political independence. Beyond this, one can also illuminate the wider political process by analysing the difficulties implicit in locating certain subsets of these men.​[20]​
It needs to be borne in mind that any underpinning of the voting behaviour of individuals and communities with economic information can only divulge a fragment of the motivational make-up of particular men and places. A judgement can be made concerning whether an individual possessed enough social or economic independence to allow him political freedom at the polls; but without diaries and correspondence it is impossible to determine wider motivations. In fact there would be a tendency to imply that only where a tenant voted in line with his landlord was there a measure of control, and even this can be a dubious assertion. The lack of qualitative material for the lives of the individual electors must qualify any socio-economic survey.

	Despite these provisos, the Yorkshire deeds registries provide an excellent framework for the context-situated analysis of communities within that shire. The history of the registries was dealt with in a paper by Sheppard and Belcher.​[21]​ They described the process by which the West Riding registry was set up for freeholders who wished to borrow against the security that their land offered, for the purposes of trade and manufacture.​[22]​ The West Riding justices of the peace successfully petitioned for such a registry in 1704, with the East Riding gaining a similar institution in 1707, although the primary concern for that Riding’s petitioners was fraudulent conveyancing. The justices of several other counties attempted to obtain registries, but only Middlesex in 1708, and the North Riding in 1735 succeeded.
	The preamble for the West Riding registry provided that all ‘deeds and conveyances’ and all wills ‘whereby any honours, manors, lands, tenements or hereditaments… [that] may be [in] any way affected in law or equity, may, at the election of the party or parties concerned, be registered’.​[23]​ This model was also applied to the East Riding and Middlesex, but in all three it was broadened to include bargains and sales, along with judgements, recognizances and statutes affecting any land in the Riding or shire. Moreover, whilst short leases and copyhold lands were excluded, mortgages and leases for twenty-one years and above were included. Despite the fact that registering old deeds was optional, the legislation demanded that all deeds made and all wills which were probate after the commencement date of the registry, were registered. If not, such transactions would be declared fraudulent and void. This seems to have had an immediate impact, and, as Sheppard and Belcher commented, ‘the vast majority of registrations took place within about six months of the date of the original deed.’​[24]​
	The fundamental importance to the political historian of this unique and valuable set of sources is increased when one understands what is included in each registration and how the indexes work. This is primarily because the registry volumes allow one to locate particular voters and their estates at specific times. The preamble to the act to set up a registry in the West Riding declared that:

The West Riding of the county of York is the principle place in the north for the cloth manufacture and most of the traders therein are freeholders and have occasion to borrow money upon their estates for managing their said trade, but for want of a registry find it difficult to give security to the satisfaction of the money lender... by means whereby the said trade is very much obstructed and many families ruined.​[25]​

It was consequently in the best interests of many to record land transactions. Thus, the volumes contain ‘an enormous quantity of information which is not available from any other source’ about the conveyancing of freehold land.​[26]​
This fact means that locating voters is that much easier. The information in the deeds included the names, townships of abode and occupations of both vendor and vendee, any occupiers of the land - who may or may not have been lessees - and what was being conveyed. Often the acreage of land was noted, but usually the property was simply a messuage or set of closes that was being transferred. For instance, Hugh Marshall, a yeoman from Rawden in the West Riding, purchased at least nineteen closes and twelve acres in that township,​[27]​ as well as fifty acres and forty-three closes in the neighbouring township of Guiseley, between 1719 and 1728.​[28]​ Whilst it is often difficult to estimate the exact size of landholdings for a specific person, one can gauge how active that individual was in the land market and gain an idea of the order of size of holdings that were being bought and sold.
In the first half of the eighteenth century, the legislation also required that the registrars kept alphabetical indexes of the names of the vendors in the transaction, as well as for the parish or township in which the transaction occurred. For a historian interested in community reconstruction, such indexes provide a wonderful opportunity to create a framework for understanding the movement of land and its relationship to the people of specific townships. One caveat to this understanding is the need for a specific local knowledge of the township or area under investigation. There needs to be a recognition that the townships given in the poll books may not match the more specific topography given in the deed.
It is equally important to acknowledge that those townships with a more active land market, or higher demographic turnover, were more likely to leave a wealth of information than those that were less dynamic. Thus, the West Riding registry can provide more information than those for the East and North Ridings, due to its sheer size, and the fact that economic developments in that Riding accelerated land transfers. That the North Riding registry was only established in 1735 means that it cannot provide the same level of support for recreating communities for the elections of this period as can the East and West Riding registries. For certain North Riding townships that had switched or split their voting behaviour over time, such as Barningham, East and West Witton, and Kirby Fletham, there is surprisingly little extant landholding material beyond that contained in the registry. This is more perplexing when one considers that these towns all had strong manorial or tenurial lords; for example, the Milbankes of Barningham, the earls of Bruce at East Witton, the dukes of Bolton at West Witton and the Smelts of Kirby Fletham. However, it is easier to locate voters in time and space in the East and West Ridings, and this tends to skew any political analysis that can be made.

	Even after locating men of the same name in different documents, there is still the need to correctly link the two. How can one be sure that a voter from a poll book and a man of the same name in a separate document were the same person? With so little information contained in the poll books this is a thorny problem. Vincent has asserted that one 'cannot prove the accuracy of any particular poll book on any particular detail - this just cannot be done'.​[29]​ However, it seems reasonable to assume that the bulk of the voters were the relatively well-off or local figures who were important enough to have left nominal records such as leases.​[30]​ In many smaller townships it was also unusual for more than one man of the same name to exist without those men being related. Usually family members can be differentiated by the use of wills, or occupational data in deeds. Even here, however, there are other issues to recognise, for King has noted how 20 per cent of links made using wills as a definitive statement of kinship for family reconstitution purposes were false for Colne in Lancashire.​[31]​
	As the individuals in the poll books are ‘fleshed out’ one should be able to overcome, or at least reduce, the problem of false links being made between records in the poll books. This still leaves King's dilemma of linking two records in different poll books where there is no competition. However, as long as new information is incorporated into a review process of the reconstruction these errors should be minimised. For example, utilising wills may distinguish which of a father and son was alive to poll at a particular election. As Winchester has written, 'History is speculation about the past controlled [or modified] by record linkage.'​[32]​ Clearly this speculation should be governed by the use of all possible sources and by considering every possible link. Thus, this process becomes increasingly a matter of probability.
	There are other issues to be aware of in the creation of a picture of the socio-economic background of the voters. It is possible that the survival of information may bias our view of the voters. For instance, the records of the Yorkshire deeds registries give good coverage about freehold land. If little leasehold information survives for a particular township then this will create a view that very few voters actually leased other lands. Little can be done to overcome such problems of chance, but an awareness of the consistency of records and a constant review process can minimise mistakes.
	An example of the difficulties faced when reconstructing such communities is shown by the township of Fimber on the wolds of the East Riding. This was a small agricultural village with sixteen houses in 1672 and which never had any more than eleven voters at any election in this period.​[33]​ The landholding of the town appears to have been rather simply broken down between several major families, for whom there is a good survival of records.​[34]​ However, the confusion of men with the same name makes identification awkward. The Horsley family provided one voter in 1708, three in 1727 and three in 1734. The bulk of the Horsley family land derived from Matthew Horsley, whose probate was confirmed in 1692.​[35]​ He left five sons, each of whom was demised between twenty and 180 acres in fee simple. The eldest of these men was called Matthew and he had three sons including a third Matthew. Either of these two latter Matthews could have been the voter who appeared in 1708, but only the younger could have voted in 1727, as the father died in 1725.​[36]​
	Similarly, there is confusion over the Christopher Horsley who polled in 1727 and 1734. This man could have been the son of the Matthew who died in 1692; equally he could have been this Christopher’s son – Matthew’s grandson. In essence one could argue that the motivations of these men at the polls were the same, or that their ideologies and sensibilities were similar. However, this neglects other important factors, such as the fact that only one Christopher Horsley, the younger, was also renting land. In this case he was the tenant of several local men despite owning substantial amounts of property himself.​[37]​ Whether he was creating a larger, more unitary block of land is unclear as there is no extant estate map, but his dynamism in the land market indicates a self-confident attitude which feasibly underpinned his voting behaviour. The Matthew Horsley who died in 1725 was a customary tenant of the prebend of Wetwang, whilst his son was a customary tenant of the manor of Sledmere. Clearly, there were differing influences acting upon these men, for instance the renewal of leases, and these make familial generalisations difficult to substantiate.​[38]​
	Other problems of utilising poll books are highlighted here. In the 1727 poll book a “Chas Horsley” is noted as voting, however no Charles Horsley lived in Fimber at that time. Possibly Chas was a mis-spelling of Christopher. There is also the uncertainty concerning whether the Christopher in 1727 is the same as the man of that name in 1734. This is important to the historian in ascertaining the number of men who returned to poll, as well as their motivations. If a well-documented family such as this creates uncertainty, how much more is created concerning the voting population at large?

Despite these caveats, the linking of deeds, wills, rentals and parish records allows the generation of a context for political action. At Guiseley in the West Riding, for instance, one can begin to explain why there was a strong sense of community and political action throughout the period in question. The death in 1719 of the lord of the manor of Esholt and Guiseley, Sir Nicholas Sherburn of Stonyhirst in Lancashire, and the subsequent failure due to illness of Sir Walter Calverley of Calverley to purchase the estate, meant that the ‘Tenants at Esholt and Guiseley stept in and bought Esholt and Guiseley...’.​[39]​
Four of the tenants, all called ‘yeoman’, purchased the manor for £13,800 ‘upon and subject to such Trusts to convey to the respective Tenants of the said Duke [of Norfolk, the executor] the severall farmes and Tenements by them Respectively occupyed...’. This stimulated a frenetic period of purchasing, as thirty-eight men registered acquisitions of land.​[40]​ Prior to this, of Sherburn’s tenants in Guiseley, twenty-five held leases for lives, twelve held for years and seven held at will.​[41]​ Whilst it is difficult to work out an average size of holding, as some deeds do not register the number of acres, simply the number of closes or nothing at all, one can ascertain that twenty of the thirty-one voters at the 1727 by-election were involved in the first wave of purchases, and by the time of that poll all except five of the voters had registered purchases of land.
What becomes more evident through an analysis of estate information at Guiseley is that there were very few local landowners who could have placed pressure upon these voters. Moreover, the deeds point to the existence of a very dynamic land market among a very stable set of voters. These voters were politically driven by both national issues which affected their local interests, and the role of kinship in forging a commonality of action, economically, politically and socially. In 1727 seven families provided nineteen out of thirty-one voters. In 1734 they provided seventeen out of thirty-nine, and in 1742 seventeen out of thirty-eight voters. Thus, the importance to these men, acting as a community, of opposing the government whigs after the excise crisis in 1733, coupled to the role of the tory rector Henry Wickham, turned the town from being whig in 1727 to supporting the opposition party in 1734, and to the tories in 1742.
The deeds registry information allows the generation of a topographical context for political action, by means of the triangulation of the data it contains with that of other nominal sources. Although the deeds do not necessarily contain specific information concerning acreages, they do allow one to define the limits of landownership within a township, and to create a picture of socio-economic activity. This gives a more holistic view of political action within a township. The deeds registries act as a pivot for the creation of a structure for locating voters in time and space, and this can be used to define particular parameters for voting behaviour.
Thus, at Hedon in the East Riding the deeds registers and parish records help illuminate a town where the major influence was the corporation. Of the seventy-seven men who polled in the four elections, forty-two were corporators, and at least nine had been mayors who were elected by the burgesses. Moreover, of the voters of the town, eighteen were called esquire or ‘Mr’, or were gentlemen, whilst one was governor of the garrison at Hull. Beyond the thirty-four men who were tenants of the corporation, very few also rented land from other inhabitants.​[42]​ The bulk of the voters were relatively substantial men, and even the nine men mentioned in the corporation rental of 1726 were paying a not inconsiderable average half-yearly rent of £1.14s.0d..​[43]​ In all, thirty-seven men had purchased an estate and two received land from their fathers or fathers-in-law. A further ten men were freeholders of the corporation for whom no other landholding record exists, although in all at least twenty-two men owned such freeholds.​[44]​
It is only through the location of background information such as this that one can illuminate the context of Hedon’s allegiance to the whigs in 1727 and 1734, and its split voting in 1734. What is more interesting is the fact that this whig majority was accompanied, in 1734 and 1742, by large opposition party and tory minorities. Despite the fact that the town’s Parliamentary representatives were influenced by William Pulteney, an opposition whig who would become earl of Bath, he appears to have had little sway at the shire elections. In fact there was little in the way of outside interference with the shire voters. Pulteney wrote to the lord of the manor, Cuthbert Chichester, in 1734 to ‘recommend [Mr Berkeley] to the Corporation [for the borough election]’. Berkeley was a man ‘who will ever maintain the Power privileges, and Indepency of Parliaments.’ His recommendation of this man to sit in his own place, alongside Sir Francis Boynton, another East Riding whig, may have been accepted by the corporation as there were no other nominations and because these were well-connected candidates. However, in terms of the county election, Pulteney seems to have left well alone. His agent, Henry Waterland, a significant local figure who was mayor five times, split his votes in 1734 as he had in 1708. The several important local whigs who were free burgesses, Hugh Bethell, Sir Francis Boynton and Hugh Cholmley, may have influenced ideologies in the town but this was never explicitly acknowledged.​[45]​ Nash has noted that, 'Far from being the governor's of their town, the corporators were normally pawns in a wider political arena.'​[46]​ That political interference from Pulteney was so cautious indicates that the influence of the local gentry was of secondary interest to the middle-ranking gentlemen of the town, who made up the electorate of Hedon.
The reasoning behind the increase in opposition party supporters in 1734 does not appear to have been due to tory abstainers in 1727 polling in 1734. Of the thirty-one freeholders in 1716, twelve did not poll in 1727 but did so in 1734 and eleven of these were government party men at that poll. Seven voters switched from the whigs to the opposition party, or to split their votes and there were only six new voters who did not poll for the government. The whig switchers were all members of the corporation, two of whom went on to be mayors. Clearly, there was little hostility shown to these men, which indicates that individual economic or political factors were accepted as forging diverse political sensibilities. Moreover, that these voters were split at the polls in 1734 and 1742 was probably incidental to the wider policies of the corporation and its need to show a united front. For instance, the tory Samuel Watson petitioned the local commission of sewers on behalf of the corporation in June 1742 about the need to dress Hedon Haven. On the same issue, the corporation as a whole had petitioned that same body two years earlier.​[47]​
The development of such a contextual underpinning aids our understanding of the wider influences that were at work in particular communities. For instance, the importance of the proximity of Beverley and Hull to the East Riding townships of Cottingham and Hedon can be addressed. In 1734 five voters from Hedon came from Hull, including the governor of the garrison, John Jones; by 1742 this number was seven.​[48]​ Between 1727 and 1742 eleven men from Beverley and Hull polled for land held in Cottingham, which implies the importance of these smaller townships for the inhabitants of their larger neighbours.​[49]​
Hedon and Cottingham possibly met the growing demand for land from the booming port of Hull and it is likely that this would have had a wider socio-economic effect on them. In fact, the vicar of Cottingham noted that the alehouses of the township were popular with men from Hull ‘who come hither, as I suppose, for a walk, and to regulate themselves.’​[50]​ Moreover, in 1722 the several manors of Cottingham were purchased by William Cogan, alderman of Hull.​[51]​ That Hull was less than three miles away had an important social and economic effect on Cottingham.
Without a recognition of the fact that men from outside these townships were active in the local land-market, and of the subsequent fractured state of landholdings in this period, it is impossible to gain an understanding of political behaviour within these communities. One of the reasons for this fractured landholding was the death in 1724 of Sir Michael Warton of Beverley Parks who left six manors, four advowsons and over 10,700 acres of land in forty-nine townships to his three daughters.​[52]​ One of his daughters, Elizabeth Tadman, sold the manors of Cottingham to William Cogan who then sold them on to the local whig gentleman, Hugh Montgomery, along with eleven oxgangs, 170 sheepgates and ten acres of land.​[53]​ The rectory manor appears to have passed to Sir James Pennyman, Dame Susan Newton and Charles Pelham, who all had shares in it.​[54]​ The fragmentation of tenure was accentuated by the appearance of several other important, yet non-resident, men in the deeds for the town. Thomas Duncombe of Helmsley in the North Riding owned the fee farm rents of three of the manors; William Burton of Beverley purchased over six oxgangs and twenty-four acres in the years 1713-14, and by 1741 his son Richard had spent £4,770.15s.0d. on twenty-nine purchases in the township.​[55]​
From the extant deeds, it becomes clear that there was a mix of large and middling landowners in Cottingham. In 1715, William Crowle, a merchant of Hull, purchased 224.5 acres in Cottingham Sarum from Hull Corporation.​[56]​ In 1727 Mr John Baccus owned 162 cords length of land next to Newland Beck, and Jacob Robinson owned sixty-two acres adjacent to it.​[57]​ Again the mixture of records in acres, closes, cords and oxgangs, or where no specific measure was used, makes an approximation of holdings impossible. However, only seven of the conveyances which were recorded featured land of less than ten acres.
An assessment of the available socio-economic sources indicate that there were very few men who were also tenants, and those that were appear to have been large landowners. For instance, the four men who rented of Captain Dawson and who polled were all substantial local gentlemen.​[58]​ The split nature of landownership and the many and varied tenurial and manorial interests blurred the political lines within the town. Although there was not a great turnover in voters, there was no clear focus of local opinion for any party and this reflected the fact that relative economic independence was feeding political divergence.
The deeds registries allow one to develop a picture of the nature of landholding within specific communities and to follow the ownership of particular parcels of land over time. They provide a crucial set of data that underpin the nominal records contained within the electoral sources. The linked electoral dataset can be reviewed and described in fuller detail by the addition of documentation such as court and commission proceedings, wills and mortgages. It is only through such a process that a holistic picture of the context of voting and any dynamism or change in the lives of the electors can be created. One cannot gain a true sense of voting behaviour through a short-term, isolated snapshot of poll book records alongside the correspondence of the politicians.
This process is particularly relevant because the land market was relatively dynamic at this time and consequently the turnover of land was high. English has noted that in the East Riding in 1709 there were 292 transactions, whereas in 1723 there were 500.​[59]​ For the five West Riding towns that were analysed here, there were 304 land transactions which involved men who voted, out of a total of 479 conveyances for these towns between 1704-42.​[60]​ For the same period, the three townships under scrutiny in the East Riding had a total of 471 transactions recorded and of these 188 featured voters.​[61]​ Clearly, these records are a valuable companion to the poll book data in creating a sensitivity to the varying local contexts.
	In townships where there was relatively little transfer of lands after the creation of the registries one has to look elsewhere in order to divine such meaning. This is the case for Hatfield, in the West Riding, where the manorial framework was important to the functioning of local society.​[62]​ Utilisation of court rolls alongside rentals and legal papers allows one to locate much of the franchise amongst those who held of the common land. Prior to the 1695 election Abraham de la Pryme noted that the common at Hatfield 'is freehold unto us, and the Lord has nothing to do with it.' Moreover, 'the common-free inhabitants that made above forty shillings a year of their common did, according as formerly, swear themselves worth above forty shillings a year freehold and accordingly polled.'​[63]​ The court rolls also allow one to relate those who were renting of particular men to the changing make-up of the free and copyhold tenants of the court, its jury-members and the voters.
Alongside the legal testimonies, this forges a picture of an acrimonious history of fighting for common rights which started in the seventeenth century and then continued into the eighteenth. In an argument running from 1726 until 1758, which focused upon the common land, the lord of the manor, Viscount Irwin, questioned the rights of the inhabitants.​[64]​ The records of the courts of Chancery and Exchequer also highlight the strength of local feeling against perceived undue pressure, and the infringement of common right, by the lord of the manor.​[65]​ Here, common usage was a form of social, and possibly political, cement. Agrarian usage impinged upon the shire franchise and would have added to the difficulties and differences of political control. The development of such a picture of social division, which can be mapped onto the political make-up of the township, is fundamental to our understanding of electoral processes and voting behaviour in the early modern period. Without such a picture one cannot assess either the role of Irwin, or the reasoning behind the township's split voting behaviour.

	The other major methodological issue which the deeds registries highlight is the relevance of occupational information, where it can be located, for the county electorate. The problems of spellings, of confusions made between family members of the same name and of men who altered their occupations are all ‘magnified by the need to link lives across sources’.​[66]​ Problems are created because of the very nature of the sources in use. For instance, certain individuals stated different occupations, status levels or abodes for whatever reason in different records.
	O'Gorman has noted that his occupational categories were not self-conscious social or status groups, but that craftsmen, for example, were grouped together because ‘[they] had many social values in common.’​[67]​ It is questionable just how far this belief can be justified for shire electorates, where there were numerous different pressures acting upon different men.​[68]​ The agricultural demands upon a yeoman like Hugh Marshall in Guiseley and Rawden, whom the deeds registries imply owned huge tracts of land in a prosperous area, may well have differed from those affecting the life of the smallholder, John Cole, in Fimber. If one accepts that specific local tensions and pressures affected different areas, then any analysis based on broad occupational groupings is not easy to justify during this period. This is not to say that particular social values, or national or regional prejudices and needs did not exist, simply that in the day-to-day lives of the bulk of these men, their locale was the major influence upon them.
	In terms of occupations, there are three main source-based problems: firstly, the existence of transitions in terminology, not function, such as cordwainer to shoemaker; secondly, confusion over the occupation of a person, for example, clothier and weaver; and, thirdly, a definite change of occupation. The deeds registers indicate a splintered and organic occupational picture that magnifies these issues. For instance, of the fifty-eight occupations that are known for the voters of Hedon, there were only eight voters who were yeomen. Besides the nineteen who regarded themselves as gentlemen, there was one merchant and a plethora of local trades.​[69]​ Whilst these represented major manufacturing and retail groups, there was some altering of descriptors over time. For example, Stephen Read, who would become the mayor of Hedon in 1729, was a tailor at the 1727 poll, yet by the end of 1727 was a merchant tailor and by 1729 was calling himself ‘gentleman’.​[70]​ From the nine townships under examination here, twenty-three men altered their occupational descriptor across the sources, and nineteen of these became ‘Mr’ or ‘gentleman’; this suggests that many voters aspired to a higher social status or that there were intra-occupational differences. In order to understand Read’s politics it is necessary to try to understand the man and his background. The occupational information in the deeds allow the historian to do just that.
	Clearly, several issues need to be addressed whilst creating categories for study. A voter’s perceived status and income may have affected his ideological outlook. With kinship and the specific local context being so important, occupation is not necessarily a good indication of status and economic level, let alone of social perception and political behaviour. As King has noted, ‘Even where an occupational ascription was applied consistently over the life course, the label could mean different things to different people’, which brings us back to voters such as Hugh Marshall and John Cole.​[71]​ Within the set of voters there does appear to have been a recognition that they were an important social group. In some instances, as with Stephen Read, individuals improved their socio-economic position, or at least their own perception of that position.
One has to be sensitive to a voter's individual context and work experience, and recognise that any categorisation is liable to disregard certain distinctions between and within occupations. Important here, of course, is an acceptance of the role of dual occupations and the confusions they entail. For instance, Jeremy Berry, a cordwainer of Hedon, purchased a shop in 1717; similarly, Robert Birks, a yeoman of Hedon, purchased a messuage with an attached shop in 1715.​[72]​ Were these men involved in a dual employment of the manufacture of a product and its retail? Such issues are also important in dealing with the cloth towns of the West Riding where 'the possession of land as a buffer against poor trade' was important for clothiers.​[73]​ Clearly, the edges of these occupational categories were blurred. Even a multi-dimensional approach which takes into account social as well as economic standing will not overcome such problems. However, the difficulties of analysing voters with dual occupations or those who were socially aspirant, for instance, being haberdashers at one poll and gentlemen at the next, can be at once underlined and investigated by utilising such an approach.
These findings revisit the reservations that Phillips had about any analysis of the shire electorate. Although the occupational analysis of Fimber in the East Riding and Holtby in the North Riding show that the occupations of twenty-two of the fifty-six voters in this period remain unknown, it is a moot point whether the lack of such data for almost two-fifths of the sample is a major problem. Whilst there is so much confusion over the nature of occupational descriptors, they only provide one strand of knowledge about the status of particular voters. Moreover, this strand tends to hinge upon the individual’s perception of himself in each source.
Despite the vagaries and sporadic nature of source survival it is possible to make links between occupation and economic status. Within Fimber and Holtby, of the thirty-four voters whose occupations are ascribed in certain sources, two-thirds were engaged in agriculture, a proportion that increases when one considers that the bulk of those in the ‘gentleman’ category were also substantial landowners. Where the original deeds survive it becomes possible to judge the actual size of landholding and to link this to political action. This then becomes the base layer of the model that needs to be developed for each community under scrutiny. An organic individual-level analysis can be fixed into a wider picture which incorporates: major local and regional landlords who may have had influence; the impact of locally and regionally important economic issues, such as river navigations; and, the role of national issues like the excise crisis of 1733. Without such an analysis the illumination of voting behaviour will be left at a level at least one step removed from the voters situated in their own context.

Without doubt, there is a need for a methodology which integrates the use of the deeds registries with the other nominal sources as the most appropriate modus operandi for understanding the Yorkshire electorate in the early eighteenth century. Such a process makes an analysis of particular townships, and relatively fixed populations over time crucial, within certain limits. Where men moved into, or out of, an area, it becomes almost impossible to trace them in any large numbers, and the topographical mobility of this body of men becomes an important issue. This tends to introduce a bias in favour of those who were relatively immobile and who are therefore easier to trace. It also creates a tendency to look at voters' landholding in a particular place, or its immediate hinterland, and again this ignores the possibility of a more widespread landownership and therefore of more divergent influences. In fact, the use of wills can illuminate the relevance of these issues where these determine the inheritance of land.
Overall, information about land conveyances or sales, and tenancies and manorial jurisdictions, was located for 400 (73.5 per cent) of the 544 individuals from these nine townships who polled. Within this group there was a large subset of men who were tenants of individuals or of manorial courts.​[74]​ Manorial jurisdiction covered 149 (27.4 per cent) voters, 111 of whom were from the West Riding. Whilst thirty-four were tenants of Hedon corporation, a minimum of 113 (20.8 per cent) were tenants of other men.​[75]​ Of this latter group tenures were mixed and often one man had taken up leases from several sources, usually in order to create a larger, more unified block of land. However, only forty-three (38.1 per cent) of these men voted in step with their landlord. There were a number of reasons for this: some of the landlords did not vote at the same election as their tenant;​[76]​ many landlords had no clear political affiliation; and certain tenants were large enough landowners themselves to have the economic strength to act independently. Indeed, many of these men seem to have had a large measure of political autonomy, and one gains a sense of the differentiated socio-economic status of the voters.
	It is almost a truism that locating voters, even using the deeds registers, is not a simple matter. The fact that there are and were so many variations in terms of geography and economy across any county, mean that it is possible to uncover a massive local diversity in terms of the background to voting behaviour. This is complicated because what can be elicited is often clouded by what cannot - in terms of voters for whom there was no evidence, either in the deeds registries, or in tenurial or manorial records. Of the 544 voters from these nine townships, 234 (43.0 per cent) only voted once. Of this latter group, 129 (55.1 per cent) could not be located in time and space as having bought, sold or inherited land, or as freeholders or tenants in any of the tenurial sources.​[77]​
This affects our picture of three voters from Fimber. Unfortunately one of these, Edmund Barstow, polled in 1708 when the freehold was not recorded in the poll books and so it is difficult to find out where he owned land. There is no mention of him in the deeds registers of the East Riding where a transfer of land out of his family may have been recorded. He may have passed his land onto his children without registering it; equally, he possibly sold up without recording the transfer. The other two men, Thomas Ostler and Henry Rigton, voted in 1742, however they were not residents of Fimber and again do not feature in any registry transactions.
Such anomalies highlight the parameters within which the historian must work. The most fundamental precept is that more one knows and comes to understand about individuals, the less confidence one can have in generalisations based upon aggregate analyses of poll books. A context-situated approach indicates the worth of a longitudinal study which can add value to our understanding by utilising a broader set of landholding records, underpinned in Yorkshire by a chronological sweep of the deeds registers. It is only by developing this level of awareness that the historian can illuminate the shortcomings of the deference-independence model of political action and go on to highlight the complexities of the voters’ lives.
	These findings for Yorkshire show how crucial it is for political historians to see the value of a more holistic, context-situated approach to voting behaviour. This illustrates the methodological barriers to record linkage and addresses wider perceptions of political motivations. Whilst the Yorkshire deeds registers serve to highlight many of the difficulties of identifying people in the past, they allow the researcher to more fully examine the deference-independence dichotomy. Thus, one can see that the voters’ economic position was more subtle than has been realised and then come to terms with the caveats that have underpinned early eighteenth-century psephology to-date.
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